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COMMENT 22 FOR COMMENTS ON THE RTAC (sB375-RTAC-WS) - 1ST WORKSHOP. -

First Name: Tom

Last Name: Jordan

Email Address: tom.jordan@valleyair. org
Phone Number: 559-230-5802
Affiliation: San Joaquin Valley APCD -

Subject: Combined San Joaquin Valley Air District and Comments
Comment: ' .

Attached are combined comments, for the Regional Targets Advisory
Committee to consider, from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Coritrol District and the San Joaquin Valley Reglonal Planning
Agen01es, Directors Committee. .

Original File Name:’ San.Joaqum Valley RTAC Comments.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was vSubmitted: 2009-07-29 09:19:27

If you have any questions or comments please contact Office of the Ombudsmah at (916) 327-1266.

The Board is one of six boards, departments, and offices under
" .the umbrella of the California Environmental Protection Agency.
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July 27, 2009

" Mike McKeever, Chair )
Regional Targets Advisory Committee -
California Air Resources Board

1001 "I" Street

P.O. Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812 -

Dear Mr. McKeever:

SB 375 requires that the Air Resources Board (ARB) establish emission
reduction targets for CO2 emissions from passenger cars and light-duty trucks
operating within the18 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) within the
State of California. In order to inform this process SB 375 required that ARB

. appoint the Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC) to provide
recommendations on what factors and methodologies to consider in -
recommending targets. - » ‘

The following are both general and specific comments and recommendations
from the 8 San Joaquin Valley Metropalitan Planning Organizations and the San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District to assist the RTAC as you develop
recommendations to ARB. ' ' ' T R

General Commentis

~'As the RTAC develops the factors and methodolagies to consider in
recommending targets, the committee shodld keep in.mind that there are o

significant differences amongst the MPOs that will- have to comply with SB375.,

. These differences impact each region’s ability to model, collect data, and

ultimately determine-which strategies are available and to what degree they can -

-impact travel behavior. -

~ Modeling alternative land-use scenarios is an evolving and resource intensive
undertaking. Many of the small and medium sized MPOs in the state lack the
necessary resources and modeling capabilities to effectively model different land- -
use scenarios and their resulting greenhouse gas emissions. An alternative path
needs to be available to allow these MPOs to demonstrate compliance with ,
SB375, particularly in the early years, while they develop the necessary modeling
capabilities. It should be a top priority of the state, and all of the stakeholders -
involved with SB 375; to advocate at the state and federal level for resources to
‘further develop these modeling tools. Additionally, the statewide travel survey
and statewide model need to be fully-funded to provide necessary data and
inputs to the regional travel models. - S ' ~
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. ltis also important to ensure that, to the extent feasible, consistent assumptlons
“and variables be utilized throughout the state to create an even playing field

amongst the MPOs. While there are many assumptlons and variables in

transportation models that are region specific, ARB in conjunction with the

California Transportation Commission, MPOs, and local air districts should

develop standardized modeling assumptions for variables that are uniform

throughout the state. ‘This process will lend credibility to the modeled outcorries
as regions demonstrate compllance wrth SB 375. '

In keeping with the spirit of SB 375, the targets should be clearly deS|gned to
preserve local land-use authority, and should not mandate any spectflc _
measures. . .

- Specific Recommendations

B In desngnmg targets ARB should keep the followmg m mmd

Targets should be “ambitious- and achievable” meaning that the targets

‘should not be met through business as usual, but that the necessary

pollcy changes. requrred to meet the targets are feaS|ble to lmplement
given each regions unique situations.

« " Targets should be relative, or a percent reduction, rather than absolute.

They should either be per cépita or per household

e Targets should be MPO specific and take into account factors such as

size, population growth rates, jobs/housing balance, interregional trips,
existing transportation infrastructure, and rural employment areas that are
not conducive to urban infill relocation including jobs in strategic resource
activities such as bio/solar/wind energy areas, agriculture, lumber, oil, ‘
mining, logistics, military, prisons, rural recreation, etc.

- MPOs shouild receive credit for progressrve poIrcxes that have already
been adopted to reduce GHG emissions

The targets should provide incentives for MPOs to adopt effectrve policies
in the near term, even if they currently do not have tools that are sensmve :

enough to determine the impacts of those policies.

A disproportionate share of |nterreglonal trips between two regions should
be allocated to the region that does not provide adequate affordable

" housing.

Interregional tnps that do not have an orlgln or destination in a reglon
should not be allocated to that reglon since they are merely passing
through, and the pass-through region has limited ability to lmpact that
travel behavior.. _
MPOs should be able to utilize one transportatlon model to comply with
both SB 375.and air quality conformity requirements. A
If ARB utilizes the Scoping Plan emission reduction estimates to generate
targets, they should ensure that the methodologies utilized to generate the
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estimated reductions are con'sistént with the methodologies utilized to
~ establish targets for SB375. :

Regional Targets “2 Path” Approach

‘Given the significant variability in MPOs throughout the state, ARB should
establish a two path target with both a performance based approach that would -
be met through modeling and a policy based, or best management practices
approach. The two paths should result in equivalent GHG emissions and MPOs -
" should be able to choose which path they prefer. The paths are as follows:

Pafh 1-Performance Standard

Path 1 is the traditional model based approach through which ARB establishes a
target and each MPO demonstrates that they have met the target through
modeling. In establishing targets for each MPO, ARB should consider factors -
that will impact the regions ability to achieve the target including growth rates,

- existing policies that are in place that achieve reductions in vehicle travel,
~ jobs/housing balance, the impacts of interregional travel-on the region, rural

~ employment areas, etc. o

_ The models that MPOs utilize to demonstrate compliance with the targets should
be valid, meet minimum criteria, and be based upon uniform key assumptions ‘
that impact travel behavior. Variations from key assumption.should be - '
documented to ARB’s satisfaction.’ : o :

Régions should be_allbwed to substitute surplus reductions from policies for noh -
transportation measures that reduce greenhouse gasses, such as energy. ’
~ efficiency standards beyond statewide requirements. -

Path 2-Best Managemer.lt'Pract'ices (point syéte'm)

" Path 2 is a policy based approach through which ARB in consultation with MPOs,
" local governments, and air districts will develop a list of best management
practices to impact vehicle travel and greenhouse gas emissions. ARB should
consult with a panel of experts to determine the efficacy of each of the policies
included and establish a point system and number of points necessary for each
MPO to achieve their target. Strategies should be specifically designed and
categorized based upon the effectiveness of reducing GHG emissions for large,
medium, and small sized MPOs in order to ensure that the recommended
policies are achievable based upon local conditions. Examples of strategies
include but are not limited to increased density, mixed use development, transit
oriented development, increased jobs housing balance, transportation pricing,
increased transit services, indirect source programs, and transportation demand
~ management measures. ‘ - ‘ :
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In developing their Sustamable Communmes Strategy (SC8), MPOs will seleot
sufficient strategies to meet the point total established by ARB and will include
the strategies in relevant enforceable documents such as the: reglonal .
transportation plan, general plans, and zoning ordinances. If the: MPO cannot

" meet the point total they will develop an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) with
sufficient points to meet the target. MPOs may substitute measures that through
documentation, acceptable to ARB, wnll achleve equlvalent GHG emissions

'reductlons

. MPOs may utilize Path 2 for a period of eight years to aHow sufficient time to
“develop the necessary modeling tools to acctirately analyze GHG emissions from
. their SCS At that tlme they will comply with the Path 1 performance standard.

~If you have any questions or comimiénts concemmg ‘our fecommiendations please
feel free to contact Seyed Sadredtn at (559)230 6036 or'Jesse Brown at
(209)723 -3153. , :

Sincerely,

| . ‘JWLMM/

. Seyed Saffredin . JJesse Brown
Executive Director/APCO =~ . Executive Director
San Joaquin Valley APCD Merced County Association of Gov

President, San Joaquin Valley Regional
Planning Agencies, Directors Committee
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The following document was provided by Robert Johnston, Emeritus Professor,
University of California Davis, for consideration by the committee. '



* Some Ideas for ARB Staff and RTAC on GHG Reduction Metrics,
Target Setting, Model Benchmarkmg, and Model Oversxght

Bob Johnston, UC Davns
July 27, 2009

A. Basic Metric for GHG Reduction

1. Travel models generate trips from households and attract trips to employment (or
employment floorspace). Productions and attractions must balance, including trips going -
" into, or coming out of, the county or region. Every trip has these two ends.

. 2. So, the basic forin of the GHG metric should be:
"GHG/(resident population + total employment) .
both for quantities within the county or MPO region.

3. Thi_s'form accounts for both ends of all trips, equally. So, in the worst cases,
 Emeryville counts almost all employment and Woodside counts almost all households,
and so they get a'denominator of about half of what a fully balanced (jobs/housing
balance) county or region would, for any glven number. of trips. This is approprlate
-since only about half of the trip lengths are in those jurisdictions.

4. Population is known by city, county, and region annually. The best count is in census
years (2000, 2010). Ibelieve employment is known fairly accurately with InfoUSA data,
which is by street address of establishment. - Since 1997, they say they have employees at
the actual workplace, not the headquarters office, a long-time problem with employment
data. Our statewide data for 1997 and 2003 seem to be spatially stable, in terms of
address points in GIS. The . average of these two.years is within 3% of census 2000 .
county totals for all Calif. counties, so we think they are reasonably accurate totals. A
few counties are missing local govt employment, but this can be added in; from other. -
~sources. It is a small per centage, except for small-popu'latlon countles which are not
involved in this process. -

s, For the Baseline year, I'd use the year 2000. Most MPOs still have their model data
for that year and it predates almost all MPO GHG-reduction efforts. .

6. Re. measurement of GHGs. You can't measure GHGs and S0 it is best to report
VMT/(pop + empl). This allows us to keep the Pavely and Low-carbon Fuels effects

. separate from the SB375 analysis. I'dadda requirement to use odometer datain
validating the modeled VMT. Fuel data, even by retail sales site address, will always
present interpretation problems re. interregional and interstate VMT, heavy truck VMT,
passenger vehicle out-of-MPO VMT, etc. The odometer data will give us hard data, at
least for the place of residence. HPMS data are not accurate, espec1a11y for small-
population’ coun’ues : : :



B. Need to Distinguish Between Existing and Future Activities in Setting Targets

" 1. In doing our statewide land use model, PECAS, I have come to believe that it is
residential and nonresidential floorspace we should be looking at, as specific measures of

- land development. Floorspace represents households and employment by density and
location and so lets us categorize our ability to service these populations with transit and
the basic walkability of neighborhoods. Also, local govts think in terms of floorspace, at
least for nonresidential development. We have generated arough Year 2000 basemap of
all floorspace in the State, by 15 activity types, in 50-m gridcells (about half an acre, or
parcel-like in size). We will develop an improved version of this map in late 2009. One
could also use households by density and employment by density as the measures of

© activity. Density of land uses and mix of land uses will be unportant indicators of :

walkability and ability to service with transit.

. 2. Then, we need to distinguish between Existing Floorspace and Future Floorspace. -
‘Existing Floorspace can not be-moved. When buildings are renovated, they are at the
. same density and location. This occurs at a rate of about 5%/year, for residential and
nonresidential. On the other hand, when buildings are demolished and rebuilt, higher
density usually results. This occurs at about 2%/year, for nonresidential and 1% for
residential. These numbers are increasing, however, due to poor modern construction
“practices. However, most of the surrounding land uses usually stay at the same density,
so a density increase for a whole census tract or néighborhood takes decades and is hard
to predict. This set of facts, though, leads us to see the importance of focused
redevelopment of TODs-and transit corridors, within existing neighborhoods, especially
‘of commercial and multifamily areas. We should, then, set a low target for reducing A
GHG/(pop + empl) for Existing Floorspace. A fair and realistic policy baseline would be
~ that Existing Floorspace could be redeveloped at the rate of 1%/year into transit nodes
and corridors. Converting 20%-of Existing Floorspace currently at low-densities into
Future Floorspace at medium or high densities, over a 20-year period, would have a large
1mpact on transit travel, according to my past modeling exercises in the Sacramento
-region, if transit service is adequate. We could exnect 2 20% decrease in VMT/(pop + -

empl) in these infill redevelopment areas.

3. Future new (greenfield) floorspace physically and legally could all be focused into

_ transit-oriented development of walkable/bikeable neighborhoods. Practically, the

~ market for multifamily living in medium-density neighborhoods (20-40 units per acre) is
about half of those looking for a new residence in national surveys (1/3 to 2/3, depending
-on wording of questions and 1nterpretat10n of responses). Since household incomes for
the bottom 4 quintiles by income in California have been falling for about 20 years, we
can expect relative demand for multifamily units to increase. Also, the aging of the
population and the rapid increase in households with no children, with retirees, and with
single occupants will greatly increase multifamily demand in areas served by transit. So,
it is probably fair and realistic to set a baseline expectation that 50% of all Future new
(greenfield) floorspace development could be in transit-based areas through the
development of new urban villages. Nelson (JAPA, 2009) thinks there will be an




absolute drop in demand for suburban single-family housing nationwide, over the next 40 '

“years. I think this will not occur in most California regions, due to our immigrant
populations with larger households. We can expect a 30% reduction in VMT/(new pop +
new empl) for new (greenfield) floorspace, as these new areas can be planned for transit

and walking with appropriate densities and mixes of activities over large areas.

© C. Overall 3-Step Target-Setting Process: Need for Benchmark Scenarios

1. The 3-step process recommended by the ARB staff is a vague process susceptible to
politics, in that some MPOs may game'it w1th lowball targets

2 Step 1. ARB sets targets. The uniform targets will be set based on past studies, using

~ regional models, or empirical evidence of actual changes. I have done a review of

- regional modeling studies all over the world, as has Caroline Rodier. Hers is in the
RTAC record. This system ignoteés the fact that Existing Floorspace will not move and
will only be expanded into higher densities at a slow rate (2%/yr. nonresidential and
1%/yr. residential). On the other hand, New (greenfield) floorspace could all be
developed in TODs and transit corridors and served by transit; resulting in about a third
reduction in VMT/(new pop + new empl). The ARB method needs to account for
differerices in growth rates of floorspace or (pop + empl), for infill development v. new -
- development of floorspace. My assertions here are sufficient to deterrhine a fair set of
targets for all MPOs, if you know their growth rates for pop‘ and empl.

This i similar to the reasoning in Jerry Walters comments of 7/20/09 His. examples are
very useful tests of this approach. :

The per cent reduction in VMT/(new pop + new empl) needs to be discussed. Iassume
. rapid investment in bus, BRT, trolley/LRT, and heavy rail transit systems. The current '
economic situation and the State legislative attempts to redirect local transit funding,
however may necessrtate a lower assumpt1on for percent VMT reductlons

3. Sten 2. MPOs Identify Adrustments The ARB draft method allows the MPOs to
model whatever policy scenarios they want. This results in two severe problems:

. 1. The ARB staff wrll be companng dissimilar policies and so.conclusions wrll be hard to
draw, and

- 2. The MPOs can select scenarios that produce low VMT reductrons for argument

purposes

It would be much better rf the ARB (RTAC) required a standard set of Benchmark
Scenarios of all MPOs. From my extensive experrence modeling VMT-reduction
scenarios on the Sacramento region (12 papers, using travel models and land use/travel

- models) I think the best set of scenarios would be:

1) Land use density and mix, with urban growth boundary

2) Land use plus very strong transit spending o

- 3) Land use plus pricing of auto parking and/or VMT tax of fuel tax
) Land use plus transit plus prrcmg '



These are among the most-effective policies modeled in other countries.

The ARB staff would still have to deal with small differences among the MPO scenarios, .

but this list would limit the range of differences. These are strong scenarios and so would
set a baseline for what is legally possible. These scenarios also require that the MPO

" modelers.and planners learn how to model land use, pricing, and transit policies. Also,
this exercise introduces the MPO boards and local interest groups to what could be
accomphshed even if they were onty usedin APS S.

-4. Step 3. ARB Proposed Modified Targets. The MPO staffs have far more expertlse
than does the ARB on travel modeling and land use modeling. The ARB will not be able
to meet any standard burden of evidence in calling for model changes and GHG target
changes. Ihave experience challenging MPO travel modeling and urban modeling

" methods in several lawsuits across the U.S. in the past 20 years and it is quite difficult, as

the agencies can hide their biased assumptlons and calculations in model code.

- So, the ARB should place RSG, Inc., and/or Smart Mobility, Inc., both in Vermont, on-

long-term contract to review the MPO modeling exercises. I suggest these two firms, as

. they are unique in having expertise in both travel modeling and land use modeling and
have worked for.environmental groups in the past, critiqueing MPO modeling. They are
from far away and are not influenced by MPO contracts in California. Their work should
" be supervised by an expert panel composed of MPO modelers from outside of California,
~ academics, and other experts. It might be best to have Caltrans manage this process as it
_-is in their realm of expertise.

5. Tables of Policies (p. 6). Performance mdlcators top box delete lines 1,3-7, and add
a line for Land use mix (retail, office, residential). Indicators second box: Third item
'should be per capita. Fourth. item delete and replace by Number of 1ntersect10ns persq.

" mi. This is a standard md1cator of a Walkable grid.

6. Same table and page, bottom policy box: Traffic smoothmg measures may increase "
VMT more than they reduce GHG/vehicle-mile, but this is a close call. ITS, incident
management t1med signals, etc. w1ll have small effects on throughput and VMT.

D. Methods for Modeling the Benchmark Policy Sets

1. One can use very basic sketch planning models, such as iPlaces and UPlan, both in use
in many California counties, or other traditional MPO methods, to input such
development assumptions into a regional travel model. Only a 5-step travel model with
land use variables in the mode choice equations for transit, walk, and bike can represent
thé effects of such land use density and mix very accurately, so the 4Ds methods,
described in a recent Caltrans report, can be used for post-processing of travel model
results, in most regions. This practice is encouraged in the CTC RTP Modeling
Guidelines addendum of 5/29/08. This exercise (modeling the Benchmark Scenarios) can



be performed before the MPOs have their land use models in operation, a major benefit
of this approach.

2. If we assume that we can cut GHG/(pop + empl) for greenfield development by 30%
(Growing Cooler) through new development of floorspace at higher densities at these
rates, with pricing measures and transit development, and that we can cut GHG/(pop +
empl) by 20% for infill redevelopment, then we can project GHG reduction targets for
each region, depending on growth rates for households and employment (or floorspace
~ for them), and my other assumptions about rate of development and redevelopment. The
RTAC could set these targets and then compare them to the results from the MPO
modeling of the standard benchmark policies for each region. This uniform procedure
would greatly inform the- negot1at10ns between the MPOs and the ARB Board.

~ As it is not just density that matters, but also mix, overall size of TODs and transit
corridors, level of transit coverage and service in the base year and in the out year, the-
MPO results will not just follow these averaged projections. All MPOs should be given
the chance to model their own outcomes, but starting with thése policies.

E. MPO Model Input Assumptlons

1. The ARB and Caltrans need to get the MPOs to agree on one set of pop. and empl.
assumptlons for all counties, for 2020 and 2035, the two SB375 target years. Also
agreement is needed on demographic details such as income distribution for households;

- family size, number of school-age kids, and age of head of HH; and employees by type
- of employment, at least in general 2- d1g1t SOC classes. These are all important for trip
generation. Also, the price of gas and diesel fuel, vehicle costs as affected by the Pavely
rules and housing costs, at least in general terms. :

2. Re. performance measures, VMT by vehicle class is‘necéséary, as well as GHGs by
vehicle class. VMT by time of day, trip purpose, and facility class are useful, for model
checking. These data go from the travel model into the California emissions model.

I would also like to see Traveler Welfare, by household income class, which can be
gotten from the mode choice model. Many VMT-reducing policies increase economic
welfare for households of all incomes. Lower-income HHs get better transit service and
so can own fewer cars and pay less for travel. Middle- and upper-income HHs benefit .
from faster travel speeds on highways. Thisis a consumer surplus measure, specifically
the compensating variation measure, and was developed by Small and Rosen decades
ago, and applied by Rodier and Johnston iri several of our Sacramento region modeling
papers. The economic benefits measure allows one to validate the scenario results -
against urban economics theory and against other such studies done in the past. It is also
the best summary measure of the combined effects of changes in mode shares number of
trips, travel times, VMT etc.



F. First Round Start-Up Issues

1. RTAC member Barry Wallerstein suggests two tracks, for the first round of target -

_ setting, an idea proposed by me a couple of months ago and sent to the ARB staff and to
-Dan Sperling. 1don't know if Wallerstein has seen my proposal. MPOs may choose to

forego the modeling and just adopt policies off of a list with points, to get to a set total of

points. Ihad suggested a list of policies with points, derived from my modeling:

experience and my review of other regional modeling in the U.S. and other countries. He

calls the p01101es BMPs taking off of US. AQ and WQ law, :

" 1 think this is a good idea and buys us time to get the MPO models going. Of the 4 large -
- MPOs doing household activity-based travel models, only SACOG has theirs running.
~ The MTC model may be going in a few months. SANDAG and SCAG are a year off, or
more, I think. Re. the PECAS land use models, SACOG will have theirs running in a few
months, SANDAG needs a year-or more, and ABAG and SCAG two years or more.



